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In recent years, the Office of Education's educational
assistance program for neglected or delinquent children has
emphasized 'c skills instruction. Older children generally do
not contini soling once outside of institutions; younger
children, h , g more likely to return to school following
release. The unique because it provides assistance
annually to o._ '.nstitutions, but it needs to be
reexamined in reA .o the broader national iss'es of
juvenile delinqlu i child abuse and neglect. Eaucaional
assistance may he top priority for institutionalized
youth. F.indingt/. _ usions: A nationwide survey of institution
administrators to de:ermine the importance of academic
educational needs in comparison with other problems faced by
youth in institutions indicated that the administrators consider
academic education important but secondary to mental health
needs. Responses to other questions raised concerns as to
whether academic educational needs shoald be the exclusive or
top priority e a Federal service program. Funds for the program
should be distributed on a more selective basis than at present,
but to do so, existing legislation would have to be amended.
Recommendations: The Congress should irect the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare and the Department of Justice to
examine the ppropriateness and/or exclusiveness of academic
educational services as the top priority of Federal assistance.
Such an undertaking is consistent with the need for a responsive
Federal effort to address the national issues of juvenile
delinquency and child abuse and neglect. (Author/Sc)
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Reevaluation Needed Of
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InstitutionAlized Neglected
Or Delinquent Children

In recent years the Office of Education's ed-
ucational assistant program for neglected or
delinquent children has emphasized basic
skills instruction. Older children enerally do
not continue schooling once outside of insti-
tutions; younger children, however, are more
likeiy to return to school following release.
Greater progress could be made if funds were
distributed more selectively to longer term
institutions arid those that serve younger
children.

The program is unique because it provides as-
sistance annually to over 2,000 institutions,
but it needs to be reexamined in relation to
the broader national issues of juvenile delin-
quency,and child abuse and neglect. Educa
tional assistance may not be the top priority
for institutionalized youths.
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COMPTROLLER GrNERAL OF THE UNITED STATES
WASHINGTON. D.C. 2OMU

B-164031(1)

To the President of the Senate and the
Speaker of the House of Representatives

This report describes the problems faced by institu-
tionalized neglected or delinquent youths and suggests ways
to enhance the effectiveness of Federal educational assist-
ance made available for them.

The report also questions the appropriateness of
academic educational services as the exclusive service or
top priority of a Federal service program. The service pro-
gram is administered by the Office of Education, Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare.

Our review was made pursuant to the Budget and Account-
ing Act of 1921 (31 .. C. 53), and the Accounting and Audit-
ing Act of 1950 (31 U.S.C. 67).

We are sending copies of this report to the Acting
Director, Office of Management and Budget; the Secretary,
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare; and the
Attorney General.

mptroller General
of the United States



COMPTROLLER GENERAL'S REEVALUATION NEEDED OF
REPORT TO THE CONGRESS EDUCATIONAL ASSISTANCE FOR

INSTITUTIONALIZED NEGLECTED
OR DELINQUENT CHILDREN

DIGEST

Financial assistance to meet special
educational needs of neglected or delin-
quent youths in institutions is authorized
by the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act. In fiscal year 1976, $41 million was
provided under title I of the act to assist
youths residing in more than 2,000 institu-
tions throughout the country.

This report examines the program from an
educational standpoint and how it relates
to the broader social issues of juvenile
delinquency, and child abuse and neglect.

The legislation expresses the Congress
desire that participants make substantial
progress. According to the Office of Educa-
tion, te majority of then; are 3 to 4 years
below normal expectations in reading and
mathematics. Given the severity of these
deficiencies, along with the wide range of
social, emotional, and behavioral problems
that many have, substantial progress will
be difficult to achieve. (See pp. 7 to 10.)

The program can be more effective if avail-
ab e funds are concentrated on those youths
likely to receive educational services over
a longer period of time.

Services under the program are restricted
to the period of time that the youths are
in residence in an institution. It appears
that neglected youths, as a group, have the
greatest opportunity to achieve substantial
progress because their average residence is
more than twice as long as delinquent youths--
about 22 months compared to 10 months. (See
pp. 10 and 11.)
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Actual exposure to program services is even
less according to an Office of Education-
contracted study of State institutions.
This showed that about 70 percent of youths
(1) in institutions for the delinquent and
(2) in adult correctional facilities are en-
rolled in the program for 6 months or less.
Conversely, about 60 percent of the students
in institutions for the neglected remained
in the program for 10 months or more.

Beyond the institution, it appears that the
younger a youth is, the more likely the
youth will enroll in school following release.
GAO's tracking of 170 participants after
their release from institutions showed this
to be true. The tracking also showed that
the younger the youths were, the more likely
they would be regularly attending school
about 15 months later. (See pp. 12 to 15.)

Older youths, for the most part, appear to
be more interested in obtaining employment
rather than continuing their schooling.
(See pp. 18 and 19.)

Institutions need only meet basic require-
ments to receive assistance under the pro-
gram (see pp. 3 and 4.) Funds should be
distributed on a more selective basis; but
to o so, title I legislation would have to
be amended to provide for the awarding of
grants by State education agencies on the
basis of criteria to be established by the
Office of Education. In particular, the
criteria would give priority consideration
to institutions that serve ounger youths
Ind provide services to individual youths
over a longer term. (See pp. 22 nd 23.)

The Department of Health, Eucation, and
Welfare disagreed with GAO, citing various
reasons, e.g., younger children should not
be given priority consideration at the ex-
pense of older children. (See pp. 23 to 27.)
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The criteria should also make provision for
addressing the need for adequate transi-
tional services to insure that youths, to
the extent possible, receive appropriate
educational services following their release
Lrom institutions. GAO found that institu-
tions were doing little to assist youths in
their transition from the institutions to
schools in the community. (See pp. 19 to 21.)

The title I program is the only Federal
service program of its kind. Funds are made
available annually for institutions to meet
a particular need of institutionalized
neglected cr delinquent youths. Accordingly,
GAO conducted a nationwide survey of insti-
tution administrators to determine the im-
portance of academic educational needs in
comparison with other problems faced by
youths in institutions.

Results show that administrators consider
academic education important, but second to
rental health needs. Responses to other
Jurvey questions raise concerns as to whether
academic educational needs should be the ex-
clusive service or top priority of a Federal
service program. (See pp. 29 to 36.)

The Congress should direct the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare and the Depart-
ment of Justice to examine the appropriateness
and/or exclusiveness of academic educational
services as the top priority of Federal as-
sistance. Such an undertaking is consistent
with the need for a responsive Federal effort
to address the nationul issues of juvenile
delinquency, and child abuse and neglect.
(See p. 39.)

The Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare was against such an undertaking,
but the Department of Justice supported
it. (See pp. 37 to 39.)
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Title I of the Elementary and Seconidary Education Act f
1965 (20 U.S.C. 241a) authorizes Federal financial assistance
to expand and improve educational programs which contribute to
meeting the special needs of educationally deprived children.
Title I regulations define "educationally deprived children"
as children who (1) need special educational assistance to
raise their educational attainment to that appropriate for
their age and (2) are handicapped.

Title I programs are aimed at several different popula-
tions and were funded in fiscal year 1976 at the following
levels, excluding special incentive grants and administrative
co3ts.

Target group Funding

(millio-s)

Educaticnally deprived
children from low-income
families $1,612

Migrant children 97
Handicapped children 96
Neglected or delinquent

children in institutions 41

Total $1,846

This report discusses the operation of the program for
institutionalized neglected or delinquent children. More
specifically, the report examines the program in an educa-
tional context, and how he prog am relates to the broade:
issues of juvenile delinquency, and child abuse and neglect.

We previously reported on the administration and opera-
tion of the program for (1) educationally deprived children
from low-income families in December 1975 1/ and (2) migrant
children in February 173. 2/

l/"Assessment of Reading Activities Funded Under the Feder.l.
Program of Aid for Educationally Deprived Children"
(B-164C3(1l), Dec. 12, 1975).

2/"Impact of Federal Programs to Improve the Li ing Conditions
of Migrant and Other Seasonal Farmworkers" (B-177486, Feb. 6,
1973).
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PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION

The Office of Education (OE), Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare (HEW) administers the title I program
at the national level. OE is responsible for

-- allocating funds,

-- developing regulations and guidelines,

--monitoring the program,

-- providing technical assistance to States, and

-- evaluating and reporting to the Congress on overall
program effectiveness.

At the State level, the State eucation agency's respon-
sibilities include

-- applying to OE for funds,

-- offering technical assistance,

-- approving and monitoring title I projects,

--maintainivg fiscal records, and

-- preparing evaluations and other reports required by
OE or the law.

A State agency--such as a department of corrections,
which is responsible for providing free public education to
institutionalized youths in State institutions--is eligible
to receive funds under section 123 of title I. Also, under
section 103, local education agencies are eligible to receive
title I funds for children at locally operated institutions.
Sepdrate regulations have been developed for each section.

The State and local agencies or applicant agencies are
responsible for

-- determining special educational needs,

-- designing and submitting title I projects to the State
education agency for approval,

-- implementing and supervising projects,

2



-- maintaining fiscal records, and

-- preparing annual evaluations of their title I
programs.

In the late 1960s, OE allowed program funds to be used
for a wide variety of services, including projects directed
toward rehabilitating the children and improving their self-
image. In recent years, however, OE has stressed providing
basic reading and mathematics instructions, and a recent OE-
contracted study has shown that nearly 70 percent of title Ifunds in State institutions were being spent on reading and
mathematics services.

Institutions included in our review generally used
title I funds for basic skills instruction. Some, however,
provided other services, such as vocational and educational
counseling, and diagnostic services. Additional information
on the projects we reviewed is provided in appendix I.

The act equires that title I services supplement those
educational services already available to institutionalized
children. For the most part, institutions for delinquents
and adult correctional institutions provide this basic educa-
tional program ongrounds. while institutions for the neglected
oftein send their youths to public schools. For those institu-
tions we visited, title I services were generally provided
ongrounds no matter where basic educational program services
were provided.

Locally administered institutions eligible to receive
title I funds are defined by the regulations as follows: 1/

'Institution for neglected children' means a
public or private residentiai faciiity (other
than a foster home) which is operated primarily
for the care of at least ten children who have
boen committed to the institution, or volun-
tarily placed in the institution pursuant to
applicable State law, because of the abandon-
ment of or neglect by, or death of. parents or
persons acting in the place of parents.
(45 CFR 116a.2) Underscoring supplied.]

1/In 45 CFR 116c.2, State institutions are defined somewat
differently, with eligibility requirements including that
children be in residence for an average of at least 30 days.
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" 'Institution for delinquent children' means a
public or private residential facility which is
operated primarily for the care of children who
have been adjudicated to be delinquent or in
need of supervision. Th term also includes an
adult correctional institution in which children
reside." (45 CFR 116a.2) [Underscoring supplied.]

The size of institutions and the age of children in
residence vary considerably. The average number of youths
under 21 years of age in institutions for the neglected,
delinquent, and adult corrections is 70, 86, and 151, respec-
tively. In institutions for the neglected, about 50 percent
of the population is under 14 years of age, with about
45 percent being in the 14 to 17 age group. About 85 per-
cent of delinquent youths are 14 or older, with the majority
being in the 14 to 18 age group. In adult correctional insti-
tutions, the majority of inmates are over 21 years of age;
for those under 21 years of age, about 85 percent are in the
18 to 21 age group.

PROGRAM FUNDING

Title I assistance for institutionalized children totaled
$41 million in fiscal year 1976. Funds were allocated for
115,000 children living in more than 2,000 State and locallyadministered institutions throughout the country. Grants are
allocated on the basis of a formula that considers the average
per pupil expenditure in the State and the number of eligible
children in residence. The table on page 5 provides fiscal
year 1976 program data.
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Number of
Nuniber of children

institutions (note a) Funding
State institutions:

Neglected 28 3,635 $ 2,084,369
Delinquent 324 29,066 18,090,832
Adult correc-

tional 240 12,480 7,284,243

Subtotal 592 45,181 27,459,444

Local institutions:
Neglected 999 48,706 9,589,198
Delinquent 402 19,571 3,853,122
Adult correc-
tional 43 1,549 304,965

Subtotal 1,444 69,826 13,747,285

Total 2,036 115,007 $41,206,729

a/Represents the number of children used as a basis for allc-
cating funds. (See p. 4.) The number of children actually
served is not reported to E.

Grants for children in the nearly 1,500 locally adminis-
tered institutions average about $9,500 per institution,
while State institutions received an average grant of about
$46,400. A principal reason for this difference is that
when appropriated funds are less than the am,)unts which local
and State agencies are entitled to receive, the law requires
that grants to local educational agencies be reduced. Con-
sequently, in fiscal year 1976, State institutions received
on the average about $608 per child, while local institutions
received about $197 per child.

SCOPE OF REVIEW

Our review was made primarily at OE headquarters and in
California, Virginia, Kansas, and Pennsylvania. These four
States were selected to provide a wide geographical distri-
bution. We did detailed work at 17 institutions for neglected
or delinquent children within these States. In consultation
with OE, we judgmentally selected the institutions and took
into consideration geographical distribution, the type of
children served, wether the institution was State or locally
administered, and the number of children in residence.
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We also tracked the activities of 170 program participants
for about a 1-year period following their release from theinstitutions. The purpose of the tracking was to determine,
among other things, (1) if the children returned to school and
(2) what assistance they received from the institutions and
probation/parole/welfare agencies.

Finally, we sent a questionnaire nationwide to a sample
(771 of 2,036) of administrators of State and local institu-
tions, including adult correctional institutions; 562 rsponses
were received. The survey was made to obtain national data on
institutions and institutionalized children, and to obtain
views on the importance of educational needs as compared to
the other needs of the tarcet population. Throughout the
report, the questionnaire survey results are projected to
within about plus or minus 8 percent for the entire popula-
tion under study at the 95-percent level of statistical
confidence. The questionnaire, along with details of the
survey method and design. is shown in appendixes II and III.
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CHAPTER 2

MORE SELECTIVE FUNDING

OF PROJECTS NEEDED

Title I legislation expresses the Congress desire that
youths participating in the program make substantial progress.
However, substantial progress will be difficult to achieve,
considering the educational deficiencies of the target popula-
tion along with the wide range of social, emotional, and be-
havioral problems that many have.

The effectiveness of the program can be enhanced if
available funds are argeted to those youths who are likely
to receive a continuum of educational services over a longer
period of time. Services under the program are r tricted
to the period of time that the youths are in resience, and
many--particularly delinquents--are in residence a relatively
short period of time.

Beyond the institution, it appears that the younger a
youth is, tne more likely a continuum of educational services
will be achieved. Our tracking of 170 program participants
after their release from the institutions showed this to be
the result. The younger youths were, the greater the like-
lii od that they would (1) enroll in school after release and
(2) be attending school regularly about 15 months later. For
the most part, older youths appeared to be more interested in
obtaining employment rather than continuing their schooling.

Our review also disclosed that institutions and probation/
parole/welfare officers were doing little to assist youths in
obtaining a continuum of appropriate educational services
following their release. In particular, little effort was
made to provide schools that the students would attend after
release (receiving schools) with timely information on
youths' specific strengths and weaknesses; this information
would assist the schools in helping youths successfully
adjust after release.

PROBLEMS FACED BY TARGET POPULATION

Neglected and delinquent youths generally have signifi-
cant economic, social, and psychological proLublems, as well
as long histories of failure and rejection. Also, under-
achievement in school is common characteristic.
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According to OE, the majority of institutionalized youths
are from 3 to 4 years below normal expectations in reading and
mathematics. To illustrate the ducational deficiency that
most delinquent youths exhibit on entering the inst:Ltutions,
several examoles of availaLle data are presented below.

-- A county in California found that 78 percent of the
juveniles institutionalized in its system read below
grade level. The county also found that 69 percent of
male youths were 3 or more grades below expected grade
level, and 47 percent of those tested for intelligence
quotient fell within subnormal categories.

-- A study of juveniles incarcerated in the California
State institutional system for delinquents found that
28 percent were regarded as high school dropouts.
Most were between 16 and 20 years of age. Seventy
percent were 3 or more years below grade level in
reading, and 85 percent were 3 or more years behind
in math.

-- A State institution in Pennsylvania found that the
average age of its delinquent youths was 15, which
equates to an expected 9th grade achievement level.
However, the average reading and math levels of the
youths were grades 6.0 and 5.8, respectively.

A 1972 OE-funded study, performed by the Western Inter-
state Commission for Higher Education, obtained comments from
381 teachers at 29 correctional institutions in the West. The
teachers described, among other things, the students' most
significant learning barrier. One constant theme in their
descriptions was that institutionalized students were over-
whelmingly viewed as being severely disturbed and exhibiting
complicated problems, unique needs, and a variety of special
characteristics.

Instititionalized neglected youths are often considered
"predelinquents" because they exhibit similar behavior, eco-
nomic, and educational problems as delinquent youths, who
generally are older. Our tracking sample of 80 neglected
youths, ranging from 7 to 19 years of age, delineates why
they were institutionalized:
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Uncontrollable behavior 25
Poor or deprived home environment 17
Family problems 15
Abandonment 9
Burglary, robbery, or theft 5
Abuse 4
Emotional disturbances 3
Information not available 2

Total 80

Delinquent youths have, in many cases, had more than one
contact with police and the juvenile court system before being
placed in an institution; some are institutionalized more than
once. Poor economic conditions, broken homes, and a general
low level of parental education are frequent descriptions of
delinquents' backgrounds. Our sample of 90 delinquents,
ranging from 12 to 21 years of age, delineates why they were
instititutionalized:

Burglary, robbery, theft or
possession of stolen property 62

Uncontrollable behavior 10
Assault and/or battery 9
Sale or use of drugs 7
Sexual offenses 1
Information not available 1

Total 90

Behavioral problems can adversely affect educational
programs. One particularly graphic example is an institu-
tion that experienced a riot the night before our visit which
caused the entire population to be locked up. Thus, partici-
pants could not attend classes that day. One participant at
the same institution had been locked up so ften that the
teacher could not give him a grade. Some tenchers also
commented that much classroom time is spent on discipline.

Almost half of the children in institutions served by
the program are handicapped according to the results of our
questionnaire sent to institution administrators. (See
app. II, question 19.) Only those respondents who indicated
that they tested for handicapping conditions were considered.
The results of the survey, by type of institution, are shown
on the next page.
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Institutions serving prjiarily
Adult

offenders Neglected Delinquent
(under 21) children children

---------- (percent)-----------

Physically handicapped 4.1 1.5 1.8
Mentally retarded 12.6 7.4 7.8
Seriously emotionally
disturbed 16.9 32.2 32.9

Specific learning
disabilities 15.1 19.5 25.0

Other handicapped
conditions 17 3 10.9 12.8

Total (note a) 43.4 46.6 48.9

a/The total does not equal the sum of the parts because some
children have more than one type of handicap.

The data shows that the most prevalent type of handicap
is serious emotional disturbance. Handicaps classified as
"other" indicated a wide range of problems, with the mnost fre-
quent ones cited being related to mental health impairments.

EXPOSURE TO TITLE 1 SERVICES OFTEN LIMITED

According to OE, there is little or no reliable informa-
tion on the extent of the program's impact on academic
achievement. 1/ Nonetheless, it appears that the target
population, by its very nature, is an extremely difficult
group to teach.

Despite common problems among youths and the lack of
information on achievement, certain youths have a greater
opportunity to make substantial progress than others, parti-
cularly those that receive services over a longer period of
time. Program services are available to youths only during
the time they reside at an institution, and the period of
time varies significantly. Generally, for those institu-
tions we visited, neglected youths on the average (23 months)
were institutionalized nearly two and one-half times longer
than delinquents (10 months).

1/OE has underway a national impact evaluation for State in-
stitutions, which is expected to be completed in the spring
of 1979. As part of this effort, steps are also being
taken to strengthen evaluations for State institutions.
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Our nationwide questionnaire of a sample of institution
administrators substantiated the length of stay determined
by our fieldwork. The average length of stay for institu-
tions serving primarily delinquent youths is only 9.7 months,
as compared to institutions for the neglected, where the
average stay is more than twice as long--22.4 months. For
youths (under 21) residing in adult correctional institutions,
the average length of stay is 14.3 months. Also, for about
10 percent of the respondents--most of whom stated that they
served emotionally disturbed youths--the average length of
stay was 12.4 months. In estimating the average length of
stay, questionnaire respondents were asked not to include
those youths who were institutionalized less than 30 days.
Therefore, the average length of stay is probably somewhat
less than that discussed above.

Projecting the questionnaire responses nationally shows
that there are about 730 institutions in which the average
length of stay is 1 year or less, and about 310 institutions
in which the average length of stay s 6 months or less. Most
of these are institutions for delinquents.

An OE-contracted study dated September 1977 indicates
that actual exposure to program services, as opposed to length
of stay, is relatively short for many program participants.
The study, which was based on a survey of State institutions,
showed that about 70 percent of program participants in insti-
tutions for delinquents and in adult correctional facilities
are enrolled in the program for 6 months or less. Conversely,
about 60 percent of program participants in institutions for
the neglected remained in the program for 10 months or more.

UNSUCCESSFUL RETURN TO
SCHOOL AND COMMUNITY

Our tracking of program participants after their release
from institutions showed that most had an unsuccessful adjust-
ment to school and/or the community. However, the younger the
youths were, the better they appeared to adjust.

The tracking was undertaken for several reasons. First,
it provides insight into the payoff of rehabilitative/
treatment efforts as a whole. Second, from ar, educational
standpoint, the extent to which schooling continues after
release has an important bearing on the amount of progress
participants will ultimately make. Fnally, many educators
believe that if educational reenforcement is not received
following release, gains realized in institutions may be
lost.
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Participants selection and methodology

Ten former program participants were selected from each
of the 17 institutions we visited. Ninety youths were from
institutions for the delinquent, and the remaining 80 were
neglected youths. The participants selected were the last
10 released from each of the institutions prior to March 1,
1975.

The Mrch date waz siec'te to coincide with the timing
planned for our fieldwork which, f.- +he most part, was ccm-
pleted in April 1976. Beyond th'i ere were other con-
siderations. Generally, the poba. /parole/social
welfare system has knowledge of the participants' whereabouts
and activities for about 1 year after release. An earlier
date, terefore, would probably have caused difficulty in
locating and obtaining information n the participants. A
later date, such as May or June or during schools' summer
recess, would have reduced the likelihood that the partici-
pants would return to school immediately following release--
a critical time in the participant's transition from the in-
stitution. An even later date, such as September or October
1975 would have significantly reduced the period of activity
covered by our tracking.

In determining the activities of participants after re-
lease, we examined available records and talked with (1) in-
stitution officials, (2) parole/probation/welfare officers.
and (3) officials of the school to which the participants
returned. If a youth was reinstitutionalized or entered a
mental hospital at any time after release, we did not examine
his or her activities beyond that point. Furthermore, if a
youth joined the military or left the State, we did no ddi-
tional followup because of logistical consideratiors.

For the 170 participants in our sample, 67 were 16 years
of age or older at the time of their release; 54 were either
14 or 15; and 49 were 13 or younger. The vast majority were
male.

Tracking results

Following release from the institution, 116 (68 percent)
of our sample enrolled in school. Forty-five youths (26 per-
cent) did not enroll. Information on nine youths was not
available.

For the youths who did not enroll in school, all but
nine were 16 or older. The majority of the 45 youths were
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beyond the age for compulsory school attendance. 1/ According
to the officials we interviewed, the most common reason given
for their not enrolling was a lack of interest or outright
refusal, as shown by the following table.

Why 45 Youths Did Not
Enroll In School

Reason Number

No interest in school or refused to enroll 15
Needed to work or obtain job skill 9
Unknown 8
Reinstitutonalized before next school session 5
Transferred to mental hospital 3
Parents did not support school attendance 2
School refused enrollment 2
Left town for fear of life 1

Total 45

Nine of the 45 youths received a high school diploma or
its equivalent during their stay in the institution. It is
questionable, however, just how well prepared the youths were
to effectively function in society. Test scores were avail-
able for five of the youths; the scores showed that on the
average, the youths were nearly 4 years behind grade level,with one youth being as far behind as 7 years. One community
officer commented that one of the youths--who was in prison
at the time of our fieldwork--lacked the most basic educa-
tional skills.

The following comments about the 45 participants illus-
trate the youths' negative attitudes toward school and give
greater insight into the remote probability of their returning
to school. The comments are for the most part typical.

l/In most States, the age for compulsory school attendance
is 16.
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Age at
release Comments Source

15 "A real problem is, and has been, Institution
school. I am afraid there will be much official
more trouble if an academic career is
pursued."

14 "History of beatings by drunken step- Social
father. Attended summer school for a worker
couple of weeks then dropped out because
he could not stand it. Kicked out of a
subsequent school for truancy, marijuana,
and belligerent behavior. He was put on
probation by his mother because she could
not control him."

14 "No trouble except he did not attend Social
school." worker

18 "Between the ages of 8 and 17, this youth Institution
was brought to the juvenile court 25 report
times. Arrests included burglaries,
shopliftings, possession of stolen prop-
erty, drugs, drunkenness, beyond control
of parents, run-away, and fire setting.

"Institution told him that further school- Probation
ing was hopeless. Youth told officer he officer
would not attend school even if forced
to do so. Later sent to State prison
for raping and beating a victim."

As discussed earlier, 116 youths did get enrolled in
school some time after their release froi, the institution.
Our tracking showed, however, that only half (58 of 116) were
enrolled an average of 15 months later. Furthermore, of the
58 still enrolled, 20 (more than one-third) had poor attend-
ance, which was typically characterized by school officials
as "terrible absenteeism," "serious truancy problem," and
"61 days absent out of 93 school days." The details of our
tracking results are on the next page.
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Analysis of Enrollments and
Attendance Frequency About 15 Months

After Release

Number/age
at release

Total Number 1-I6 14- 3 I3
Per- Delin- or or or

Number cent Neglected quent over 15 under

Enrolled: 58 34 38 20 7 21 30

Regular
attendance 38 22 27 11 5 8 25

Poor
attendance 20 12 11 9 2 13 5

Not enrolled: 90 53 24 66 49 29 12

Total known !48 87 62 86 56 50 42

Status
unknown
(note a) 22 13 18 4 11 4 7

Total 170 100 80 90 67 54 49

a/The status of 22 youths was not known because they e her
left the State (11), qui- school and had not been heard
from again (6), or no information on their activities was
obtained (5).

The above table shows that, for those youths 15 or over,
only 12 percent (7 of 56) were enrolled in school as com-
pared to 71 percent (30 of 42) of the children 13 or under.
Furthermore, 83 percent (25 of 30) of the younger children
who were enrolled in school were attending school on a regular
basis about 15 months after their release.

Comparing neglected youth with delinquents shows that
61 percent (38 of 62) of the former were enrolled in school
while only 23 percent (20 of 86) of the latt-r were enrolled.
Alsc, 71 percent (27 of 38) of the neglected youths as com-
pared to 55 percent (11 of 20) of the delinquent youths were
attending school regularly about 15 months after release.

The foregoing discussed the status of 80 youths about
15 months after release--58 enrolled in school and the status
of 22 unknown. The following discusses the status of the re-
maining 90 youths in our sample who were not enrolled in
school about 15 months after release.
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